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Timely and “good” feedback is important in helping students improve.  Of course, 
the implicit assumption here is that what instructors consider “good” is actually 
useful for students and that the students actually devote some cognitive effort to 
the feedback given.   
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At the Niels Bohr Institute (the physics department of the University of 
Copenhagen) our laboratory instructors devote a large fraction of their time to 
giving feedback on students’ work; however, this has been a frustrating exercise for 
many of the instructors as it often appears as if the students have not read the 
feedback.  In an attempt to encourage students to make better use of the feedback 
given and to investigate and analytically compare two feedback, we have followed 
both instructors (N=7) and students (N≈165) through our introductory mechanics 
labs. We introduced screencast feedback as a new way of providing comments on 
the students’ lab work. Previously, the feedback consisted solely of written 
comments. 
 
Accommodating so many students in a single teaching lab requires us to split the 
students into 6 sessions.  Three sessions students received screencast feedback, 
while the remaining three received written comments on their work. 
   
We are evaluating the results of this comparison using a combination of qualitative 
(primarily interviews) and quantitative (test based) data.  The quantitative data 
includes measuring differences in academic performance and the frequency with 
with students subjected to the two methods used the feedback.  The qualitative 
data addresses the students' self-assessment, while our interviews of both 
instructors and students investigates their evaluation of advantages and 
disadvantages of the respective method they either received or provided. The 
quantitative data includes measuring differences in academic performance and the 
frequency with which the students subjected to the two methods used their 
feedback. 
This presentation will detail the methods used as well as the results.  In addition, we 
will comment on potential barriers to implementing screencast feedback.   
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